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DETAILED ACTION 



1. Claims 1-22 have been examined. 



Specification 

2. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 1 50 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. 



A. In the present case, the abstract is longer than 150 words and repeats 
information given in the title. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

5. Claims 1-8, 11-18, and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Luchs in view of Report on Home Banking & Financial Services ("A 
Cool Response to Insurance Guarding Online Fraud." Report on Home Banking & 
Financial Services. Chicago: Apr 22, 1998. Vol. 3, Iss. 14: pgs. 1-2; hereinafter RHB.) 

A. As per claim 1 , Luchs discloses a method of providing insurance against loss 
(Luchs: Abstract) 

receiving a requirement for a policy structure for a master insurance policy that 
provides coverage for loss relating to use by the consumer (Luchs: Fig 2F, item 178; col 
18,1ns 1-2) 

defining a plurality of account categories having an associated risk of loss for the 
consumer (Luchs: col 8, Ins 22-25, see also chart bottom right of same page) 
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ascertaining at least one of the defined account categories that corresponds to 
the requirement for the policy structure for the master insurance policy (Luchs col 18, 
Ins 11-16); and 

Luchs fails to disclose where the policy is for loss related to an unauthorized 
online financial transaction for which the consumer would normally have responsibility 
under applicable banking regulations. 

However, this feature is well known in the art as evidenced by RHB. 

RHB discloses an insurance policy "...designed to protect consumers against 
liability beyond what is covered by Regulation E of the Electronic Funds transfer Act..." 
(RHB: sixth paragraph). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to incorporate the teachings of RHB within the teachings of Luchs. Luchs 
suggests home insurance as a risk class for the invention, and RHB suggests 
combining online financial transaction with home owners insurance (RHB: ninth 
paragraph) with the motivation of differentiating a product offering from competitors 
(RHB: tenth paragraph). 
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B. As per claims 2 and 3, Luchs fails to disclose the method of claim 1 , wherein 
receiving the requirement further comprises 

(claim 2) receiving the requirement from a service provider of at least one 

(claim 3) receiving the requirement for the policy structure for the master insurance 
policy that provides coverage for loss relating to use by the consumer of at least one 

online financial transaction service selected from a group of online 
financial transaction services consisting of 

an online banking service, 

an online bill management service, 

an account aggregation service, and 



an online person to person payment service. 
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However, these features are well known in the art as evidenced by the teachings 
of RHB who discloses an insurance policy for an online banking service (RHB: sixth 
paragraph). 

The motivation to combine the teachings of Luchs and RHB are as provided 
above for claim 1 and is incorporated herein. 



C. As per claim 4, Luchs fails to disclose the method of claim 1 , wherein defining the 
account categories further comprises 

defining account categories consisting of at least one of 

a banking account of the consumer capable of online transactions, 

an account of the consumer to which an online funds transfer service 
provider is given access by the consumer as part of a bill management 
service, 

accounts of the consumer to which the service provider is given access by 
the account-owning consumer as part of an account aggregation service, 
and 
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an account of the consumer from which an online payment service 
provider is authorized by the consumer to make payments. 

However, this feature is well known in the art as evidenced by the teachings of 

RHB. 

RHB teaches a policy covering a banking account of the consumer capable of 
online transactions (RHB: fifth and sixth paragraphs). 

The motivation to combine the teachings of Luchs and RHB are as provided 
above for claim 1 and is incorporated herein. 

D. As per claims 5-7 Luchs fails to disclose the method of claim 1 , wherein defining 
the account categories further comprises 

defining account categories having the associated risk of loss for the consumer 
for which loss the consumer would normally have responsibility that is imposed in 



(claim 5) 
(claim 6) 
(claim 7) 



a plurality of tiers 
three tiers 

a $50 tier, a $500 tier, and an unlimited tier 
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of consumer liability under applicable banking regulations. 

However, this feature is well known in the art as evidenced by the teachings of 

RHB. 

RHB teaches a $50, $500, and unlimited tier for which the consumer normally 
has responsibility under Regulation E (RHB: sixth paragraph). 

The motivation to combine the teachings of Luchs and RHB are as provided 
above for claim 1 and is incorporated herein. 

E. As per claim 8, Luchs fails to disclose the method of claim 1 , wherein 
ascertaining the at least one defined account category further comprises 

ascertaining at least one 

defined account category selected from a group of account categories 
consisting of 

a banking account of the consumer capable of online transactions, 
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an account of the consumer to which an online funds transfer 
service provider is given access by the consumer as part of a bill 
management service, 



accounts of the consumer to which the service provider is given 
access by the account-owning consumer as part of an account 
aggregation service, and an 

account of the consumer from which an online payment service 
provider is authorized by the consumer to make payments. 

However, this feature is well known in the art as evidenced by the teachings of 

RHB. 



RHB teaches a policy covering a banking account of the consumer capable of 
online transactions (RHB: fifth and sixth paragraphs). 



The motivation to combine the teachings of Luchs and RHB are as provided 
above for claim 1 and is incorporated herein. 

F. As per claims 1 1-18 they are system claims which repeat the same limitations of 
claims 1-8, the corresponding method claims, as a collection of elements as opposed to 
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a series of process steps. Since the collective teachings of Luchs and RHB disclose the 
underlying process steps that constitute the methods of claims 1-8 it is respectfully 
submitted that they provide the underlying structural elements that perform the steps as 
well. As such, the limitations of claims 11-18 are rejected for the same reasons and 
motivations given above for claims 1-8. 

G. As per claims 21 and 22, the steps contained in the claims correspond to the 
steps found in claims 1-8. The steps of claims 21 and 22 are thus rejected for the same 
reasons and motivations provided for the corresponding steps found in claims 1-8. 

6. Claims 9, 10, 11 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Luchs as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of National 
Underwriter ("PayMyBills.com Offers SafeWeb." National Underwriter. Erlanger: Aug 
16, 1999. Vol. 103, Iss. 33 : pg. 14; hereinafter NU). 

A. As per claims 9 and 10, Luchs fails to disclose the method of claim 1 , wherein 
inserting online financial transaction coverage further comprises 

inserting at least one 

online financial transaction coverage selected from a group of online 
financial transaction coverages consisting of 
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(claim 9) coverage for loss resulting from unauthorized transactions in the 

account for which the consumer would normally have liability under 
applicable banking regulations, 

coverage for expenses incurred by the consumer as a result of a 
covered unauthorized transaction in the account for which the consumer 
would normally have liability under applicable banking regulations, and 

coverage for expense incurred by the online consumer as the direct 
result of an identity fraud. 

(claim 1 0) providing coverage to the consumer for a merchant-assessed 

returned check fee on an overdrawn account of the consumer as a result 
of an unauthorized transaction covered by the master insurance policy. 



However, this feature is well known in the art as evidenced by the teachings of. 

NU. 

NU teaches a policy covering expenses incurred for merchant-assessed returned 
check fee on an overdrawn account of the consumer as a result of an unauthorized 
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transaction covered by the master insurance policy, as well as any loss of interest 
income that results from a covered unauthorized transaction (NU: sixth paragraph). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to incorporate the teachings of NU into the system of Luchs with the 
motivation of increasing a customer's sense of security regarding an online transaction 
(NU: fourth paragraph). 

B. As per claims 19-20 they are system claims which repeat the same limitations of 
claims 9-10, the corresponding method claims, as a collection of elements as opposed 
to a series of process steps. Since the collective teachings of Luchs and NU disclose 
the underlying process steps that constitute the methods of claims 9-10 it is respectfully 
submitted that they provide the underlying structural elements that perform the steps as 
well. As such, the limitations of claims 19-20 are rejected for the same reasons and 
motivations given above for claims 9-10. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The cited but not applied prior art disclose a variety of methods 
and systems for assessing insurable risks, providing a quote for a premium, and 
generating a policy for the risk (US Pat#s 6,456,979; 4,567,359; 5,655,085; 5,523,942; 
6,026,364). 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Martin A. Gottschalk whose telephone number is (571) 
272-7030. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri 8:30 - 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached on (571) 272-6776. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




MG 

09/17/2005 




